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i 3 « YALE LAW JOURNAL 

Constitutional Law — Workmen's Compensation Act — Compulsory 
Compensation. — The plaintiff sued in a common law action to recover for 
injuries received in the course of employment through the negligence of 
the defendant company. The Maryland Employer's Liability Act (Laws 
1914, ch. 800) required employers to provide compensation and limited the 
amount that might be recovered, giving the employer an option to secure 
the compensation through state insurance, insurance with an authorized 
insurance corporation, or by a deposit of securities with the state com- 
mission. If he failed to secure it in any of these ways, the employee could 
proceed either for compensation under the act or by common law action in 
which the employer was denied the benefit of certain common law defences. 
The defendant pleaded that it had complied with the provisions of the act 
and was not liable to a common law action. The plaintiff demurred, on 
the ground that the act contravened the Fourteenth Amendment Held, 
that the act was constitutional. Solvuca v. Reilly & Ryan Co. (1917, 
Md.) 101 Atl. 710. 

The act here in question was similar to the New York act upheld in 
New York Cent. R. Co. v. White (1917) 37 Sup. Ct. 247. For a discussion 
of the constitutionality of the Washington act, which is even more rigid 
in character, in that it requires employers of certain hazardous occupations 
to make enforced contributions and denies even the alternative of self- 
insurance, see (1917) 26 Yale Law Journal, 618. 



Contracts — Assignability — Assignment by Purchaser on Credit. — 
The defendant undertook to transport sand and gravel for the plaintiff's 
assignor, and was to be paid each month for the previous month's deliv- 
eries. On being notified of the assignment to the plaintiff, the defendant 
refused to perform on the ground that the contract was non-assignable. 
Held, that the contract was assignable. C. H. Little Co. v. Cadwell Tran- 
sit Co. (1917, Mich.) 163 N. W. 952. 

The assignment in this case involved the substitution of a new party 
both in respect of the right to have sand and gravel transported by the 
defendant and in respect of the duty to pay the price. The power of the 
possessor of a contract right to effect such a substitution has long since 
been fully recognized by the common law, by equity, and by statute. See 
Walter Wheeler Cook, The Alienability of Choses in Action (1916) 29 
Harv. L. Rev. 816. It has been thought, however, that an assignment is 
invalid if it involves the substitution of a new party to perform a duty of 
the assignor as well as to enforce his right Arkansas V. S. Co. v. Belden 
Mining Co. (1888) 127 U. S. 379; Boston Ice Co. v. Potter (1877) 123 
Mass. 28. This depends on whether or not the duty is one requiring per- 
formance by the assignor in person, a question to be determined in the 
same way as are other questions involving the doctrines of conditions 
precedent. The tendency is now clearly in the direction of holding that 
performance in person is not a condition precedent. British Waggon Co. 
v. Lea (1880) s Q. B. D. 149; Northwestern L. Co. v. Byers (1903) 113 
Mich. 534, 95 N. W. 529; Rochester Lantern Co. v. Stiles P. Co. (1802) 
135 N. Y. 209; cf. the earlier case of Robson v. Drummond (1831, K. B.) 
2 B. & Ad. 303. The fact that financial credit has been given to the 



